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Abstract
This thesis explores the University of Virginia’s (UVa) rapid enrollment growth
and physical expansion between 1945 and 1980. Despite the university’s contentious and
increasing presence in Charlottesville, this time period at UVa remains largely unstudied
by scholars. Expanding upon existing research on universities in the postwar era, this
study uses a range of quantitative, qualitative, and spatial methods to examine university
intent and impacts on the surrounding community.
UVa’s post-World War II expansion emerged from a period when university
leadership sought to maintain the insularity of Jefferson’s academical village through the
exploitation of Black labor. To grow the university and increase its national standing,
Colgate Darden, Jr., UVa’s new president in 1947, pursued a series of calculated building
investments that departed from prewar development patterns. As student enrollment
increased at an unprecedented rate, UVa leadership became progressively more reliant on
the private housing market, resulting in the studentification of the surrounding area.
Community members became resentful of the university as it transformed
Charlottesville’s built environment and encroached upon their neighborhoods. Although
UVa largely grew its footprint within the confines of its existing land holdings, the
university’s prioritization of prestige and the mixed socioeconomic outcomes that
resulted is consistent with broader themes in the literature on postwar university
expansion. This thesis lays the groundwork for future mixed-methods research and
discussions of equity with regard to universities and anchor institutions more broadly.
Keywords: universities, anchor institutions, displacement, neighborhood change
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I.

Introduction and Background
The images associated with the City of Charlottesville are often bucolic, depicting

scenes of a southern progressive college town at the base of the Blue Ridge Mountains.
Charlottesville’s contentious racial history could no longer be masked by rolling
landscapes and Jeffersonian architecture following the events of 2017 when White
supremacists and neo-Nazis descended upon the city’s downtown. The recent reckoning
with racism that has followed in Charlottesville’s governing bodies and large institutions
like the University of Virginia (UVa) has triggered newfound conversation on the
university’s power and positionality in the community over the last century. UVa’s
commitment to maintaining its position as a preeminent research and state institution has
demanded further discussion on the costs of this prominence. Campus encroachment into
surrounding neighborhoods and a growing student body often places town and gown at
odds with each other as elected officials, university leaders, and community members
have differing priorities on the highest and best land use for city property.
This thesis will address UVa’s expansion and its impacts on the greater
Charlottesville community in the post-World War II era from 1945 to 1980. The
objective of this paper is not only to provide greater understanding of UVa’s intentions
and methods for expansion during the postwar period, but also to shed light on the
outcomes of said expansion on the surrounding community. The university’s increasing
academic stature into the modern day is both the result and catalyst of its growing
campus footprint. This paper, through a historical accounting, seeks to inform future
decisions made by UVa leaders as they consider how to reckon with the implications of
past growth endeavors and plan for the university’s future with a more robust
1

understanding of its own historical and geographical context. The issues discussed are not
specific to UVa, but are relevant to universities and institutions across the country as they
will remain prominent landholders and community stakeholders for the foreseeable
future. Given the broader contextual significance, this paper highlights the importance of
grounding growth management strategies in an inclusive community engagement
framework that anchors universities as potential assets in a diverse urban fabric.
The Impacts of Federal Subsidies on University Expansion in the Postwar Era
Following the end of World War II in 1945, U.S. universities leveraged federal
and state dollars to advance their role as both educator and real estate developer.
Universities became a major beneficiary of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act (GI Bill),
which subsidized tuition for thousands of White war veterans. Higher education became a
pathway for veterans to reintegrate into society and gain skills in a quickly
deindustrializing workforce. Universities emerged from the war having been sustained by
federal research dollars during a period of low enrollment rates and political turmoil
(Winling 2019, 65). Universities responded to this increased student demand and want to
maintain wartime research budgets through expansive campus planning initiatives that
sought to compete for tuition dollars and federal funding. By the 1960s, almost all 2,000
U.S. universities had plans for growth, with an additional 200 new campuses in planning
or development (Haskell 1962, 51). Universities were becoming full-fledged businesses
and their leaders sought opportunities to subsidize expansion efforts by leveraging
newfound interest from public governing bodies.
As universities grew with direct support from the federal government, their
leaders consistently prioritized prestige at the expense of existing communities.
2

Universities began to drive federal policy by aligning their expansion plans with
government priorities to revitalize urban centers. University leaders lobbied government
officials to expand urban renewal funding, the federal housing program established by the
Housing Act of 1949, to support university growth initiatives (Baldwin 2017). These
efforts resulted in the amended Housing Act of 1959 and the establishment of the Section
112 credits program that matched city investments in universities with federal dollars
(Ashworth 1964; Winling 2019, 106-107). Both within and outside the context of
university planning, urban renewal is largely remembered as a policy tool that propagated
a “culture of clearance” that displaced millions of predominantly low-income Black
residents (Ammon 2016; Anderson 1964; Teaford 2000). Inextricably linked to higher
education, Baldwin describes urban renewal as a “preservation scheme” at the University
of Chicago that aimed to maintain majority-white neighborhoods and limit the influx of
Black residents (Baldwin 2016, 242). Further explored in the literature review,
universities across the country utilized urban renewal dollars as a means to secure land,
often coming at the expense of existing neighborhood residents.
Nationwide university growth in the mid-20th century was paired with attempts to
further enclose campuses from their surrounding communities in an effort to create
utopian, elite enclaves. Although efforts to delineate gown from town through physical
building practices took root in the 19th century, it was not until the postwar period that
universities formulated comprehensive schemes to draw more distinct university
boundaries (Muthesius 2001). Simultaneously, urban campuses evolved as universities
shifted from relying on master plans to what the head of Harvard’s planning office stated
in 1964 as “guided, organic growth” (Turner 1984, 260). In practice, this meant that
3

universities had to act quickly when land became available, particularly in denser urban
settings where surrounding neighborhoods were more heavily populated. Grounded in
racist and classist beliefs, university leaders sought to maintain traditionally Whitedominated spaces by prioritizing the “spatial fortification” of their campuses through
strategic building placement (Baldwin 2016). Judith Rodin, the former President of the
University of Pennsylvania, noted that after WWII, universities sought to “segregate
communities of scholars” in order to reflect “the notion of the university as a citadel of
scholarly retreat” (Rodin 2007, 29). Universities, by way of direct land acquisition and
building orientation strategy, have a long history of undertaking exclusionary planning
practices for the purpose of community preservation.
UVa’s Postwar Growth in a Politically Divided and Segregated Charlottesville
Unlike other cities in the postwar era, Charlottesville experienced immense
population growth as the city deindustrialized and grew its economy around UVa.
Between 1940 and 1980, the city’s population increased from 19,400 to more than 39,000
(U.S. Census Bureau 1940 & 1980 Decennial Census).1 This growth was in part due to
the city’s annexation of more than 2,500 acres of land in 1963 from the surrounding
Albemarle County (Figure 1). UVa, the city’s primary economic driver at the time, also
saw its own student population grow from under 2,000 students at the end of WWII to
more than 16,000 in 1980.2 UVa presidents Colgate Darden Jr., and his successor, Edgar
Shannon, led the university through what was arguably the most ambitious period of
growth, kickstarted by $1,250,000 in GI Bill funds and federal monies for research in

1

As will be clarified in the methods section, the 1940 decennial census did not include students living onor off-campus in Charlottesville.
2
Historic enrollment totals provided by the University of Virginia’s Office of the Architect.
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engineering and the sciences (Hitchcock 2012, 140-158). As stated in an economic
impact report published by the university in 1980, the university was the largest employer
in the Charlottesville-Albemarle Area, accounting for nearly 16% of all employment in
the region, and more than $100 million in annual university expenditures in the local
economy. The city’s economy was increasingly dependent on the university, which gave
immense decision-making power to university leaders to align city priorities with that of
their own.
Despite UVa’s growing physical presence and increasing national prominence,
the university and its student body remained largely removed from much of the racial and

Figure 1: Map of Charlottesville growth boundary between 1765 and 1963. (Image courtesy of Jeffrey
Werner from the City of Charlottesville’s Neighborhood Development Services)
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political unrest in Charlottesville. Following the 1954 Brown v. Board of Education
ruling, Charlottesville was embroiled in a series of controversies as the city slowly
desegregated its public school system (Holden 1974). UVa’s president at the time,
Colgate Darden Jr., stayed silent on the issue, but favored segregated education systems
until 1956 when the Virginia Governor threatened to withhold state funds from localities
that did not enforce integration (Barbanel 1981). Darden’s stance of silence was
consistent with Virginia’s nonblack public universities of the time that “feared for their
appropriations from the state…[and] were not about to take the lead in desegregating
their own institutions” (Wallenstein 2008, 39). As Holden notes, this mentality translated
to UVa’s student body as civil rights and anti-war protests were not held on campus until
1969 (Holden 1974, 9). As will be explored further in the results section, the university
drew a line between town and gown as its leaders maintained close ties with state
officials while removing itself from local politics.
Across Charlottesville, Whites and Blacks remained racially segregated in local
schools, housing, and access to businesses (Combs 121). By 1940, Blacks were largely
confined to neighborhoods around the Southern Railroad that roughly divides
Charlottesville in half (Figure 2). Whites used restrictive racial covenants to prevent
integration as more than 600 deeds going into 1940 contained language that prevented
nonwhite buyers and renters from living in specific areas (“Mapping Cville”, 2021). A
study conducted by Alexander Crosby and the New York State Committee on
Discrimination and Housing in 1951 found that Black housing in Charlottesville was
“rotten and overpriced”, and yet Blacks were “trapped” in these less-than-ideal living
conditions (Crosby 1951, 1). Following the city’s use of urban renewal to raze Vinegar
6

Hill, the heart of Black culture and business in Charlottesville, they established public
housing that drew divisions along race and class lines (Combs 1998; Harris and Olmstead
1991). Outside of the university purview, racial tensions came to define much of the
political turmoil that the city faced in the 1950s and 60s amidst desegregation and the
nationwide struggle for civil rights.

Figure 2: Map of historically Black neighborhoods and streets where Black residents lived in 1940
overlaid with existing UVA land parcels. (Data courtesy of U.S. Census Bureau, Charlottesville Open
Data, UVa Library)
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Research Questions and Thesis Structure
This thesis explores UVa’s rapid enrollment growth and physical expansion
between 1945 and 1980. Despite the university’s contentious and increasing presence in
Charlottesville, this time period at UVa remains largely unstudied by scholars. As such,
the remainder of this paper outlines and answers the guiding research question: What
were the spatial, social, and economic impacts of the University of Virginia’s campus
expansion between 1945 and 1980 on surrounding Charlottesville communities? Using a
mixed-methods research design, this thesis sheds light on UVa’s growth strategies and
the subsequent impacts on the greater Charlottesville area. The findings and analysis lay
the foundation for further research on the university and its role in shaping the city’s
physical and cultural landscapes.
Three additional supporting questions frame the study’s analysis to address UVa’s
intentions and strategies in managing its growth and the resulting impacts. To measure
university impact, this study delineates between direct and indirect impact. Direct impact
refers to the immediate and often intended effect caused by an explicit action or decision
made by the university. An indirect impact is the effect caused by a university action or
decision later in time and often in response to said decision or action. The supporting
questions include:
1. What were UVa’s intentions and strategies for campus development?
2. What were UVa’s direct impacts on the Charlottesville community?
3. What were UVa’s indirect impacts on the Charlottesville community?
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The next section reviews the scholarly literature on postwar university expansion
and the methods used in prior research to study growth impacts. This section also
provides context to other academic studies conducted on Charlottesville and UVa during
the study period. The methodological and contextual gaps in the literature provide the
foundation for this paper’s research. The literature review is followed by a section on the
data and methods used to answer the research questions, outlining the mixed-methods
approach for analysis. The results and analysis section is divided into three sub-sections
based on time period and the university’s development approach. The final section
provides a brief comparative analysis of this paper’s research results within the existing
literature, followed by a discussion of the broader significance in planning praxis.
II.

Literature Review
This study is grounded in two primary literature areas: the impacts of university

expansion in the mid- to late 20th century, and the intertwined histories of the
development of Charlottesville and UVa during this same period. The first area is divided
by research method so as to provide context to the range of lenses researchers have
historically applied when studying universities. Because the urban renewal program was
central to university expansion during the study period and core to existing scholarly
work on the topic, this section also outlines studies and broad findings of the program’s
outcomes. Although more limited, the latter area on Charlottesville and UVa provides
context to both completed and ongoing studies on the city’s political landscape, changes
in the built environment, and UVa’s relationship to the community.
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The Impacts of University Expansion in the 20th Century to Present – Quantitative and
Spatial Studies
Researchers have used a range of quantitative approaches to study university
expansion, but all have widely stressed the extensive economic impacts universities have
in their respective geographies. In a study of methodological approaches to economic
impact analyses of colleges and universities, Siegfried et al. (2007) date the literature
back to Caffrey and Isaacs (1971), who devised a template that sums university-affiliated
expenditures and uses a multiplier to account for external factors. Researchers have
evolved this method over time to incorporate new methods and variables, but the
substance remains similar in accounting for employment and payroll, property taxes,
wage or sales taxes, government contracts, and local labor income (Birch 2013; Hausman
2017; Kantor and Whalley 2014). Birch’s 2013 study speaks more broadly to universities
and their role as anchor institutions and economic powerhouses in cities across, what she
calls, the Northeast Megaregion. Kantor and Whalley calculate “spillover effects” from
universities by estimating the causal effect of university activity on local economies,
finding that research intensive universities have shown to be particularly important
drivers in their creation of noneducation jobs (Kantor and Whalley 2014). Although
imperfect in demonstrating causality, quantitative impact analyses often show the critical
role universities play in local and regional economies.
Studies of neighborhood change around universities similarly indicate widespread
university influence through the “studentification” of communities. Variables used to
indicate neighborhood change vary by study but largely focus on household incomes,
home values, renter- and owner-occupied units, and racial demographics. In recent
10

decades, areas around universities have experienced comparatively high increases in
median home values and rents, sometimes at the expense of residents who can no longer
afford to live in the neighborhood (Ehlenz 2015 and 2018; Foote 2017; Sage et al. 2013).
As Foote’s 2017 study indicates, there has been a decline of middle-class neighborhoods
around universities and a rise in “elite” neighborhoods that experienced stark increases in
White households and decreases in Black households. Much of the research on
neighborhood change is focused on the post-1980 period, which, to speculate, is likely
due in part to two reasons: increased data availability and the 1980 Bayh-Dole Act’s
influence in allowing universities to monetize their research.
Spatial analyses of campus growth patterns and neighborhood change are
particularly sparse on the study period and more broadly in scholarship on university
expansion impacts. Using census tracts, Foote’s 2017 study maps neighborhood change
in ten identified “knowledge nodes” or cities with a strong university presence. A more
recent spatial analysis study features a set of maps, indicating Brown University’s offcampus student housing growth from the 1940s to 1990 and its direct “contribution to the
diminution of a working-class neighborhood of color” (Pettit & Bull 2020). Spatial
analysis is a largely underutilized method to demonstrate the physical outgrowth of
universities and visually show how their surrounding communities change over time. As
is further explained in the following section on methods, this thesis leverages spatial data
and aerial imagery to demonstrate both the university’s growth and changes in
Charlottesville’s built environment.
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The Impacts of University Expansion in the 20th Century to Present – Qualitative Studies
Researchers studying the socioeconomic implications of university growth have
more broadly used qualitative research methods to demonstrate the power universities
wield in shaping their communities. Although research methods vary, scholars often use a
mix of ethnographic, archival, and other historical research methods to document the
impact of university expansion. Jane Jacobs (1961) and Michael Carriere (2011) both
discuss the power imbalance in New York City’s Morningside Heights in the 1950s,
describing Columbia University’s influence as leaving citizens “helpless…when the day
comes that their interests run counter to those of Papa Bigwheel or Papa Institution”
(Jacobs 1961, 128). Philadelphia and the University City neighborhood have also been
widely studied in this same time period, with researchers weighing the socioeconomic
benefits and costs that have resulted from university-driven revitalization (Bradley 2018;
Etienne 2012; Puckett and Lloyd 2015; Strom 2005; Rodin 2007). Harley Etienne’s
ethnographic study and Judith Rodin’s telling of the University of Pennsylvania’s (Penn)
campus expansion in the 1960s describes the growth as “aggressive bulldozing” and
“driven by self-interest” (Rodin 2007, 23; Etienne 2012, 21). As was demonstrated at
both Columbia and Penn with their use of urban renewal funds, university leaders
nationwide aligned themselves with city and state officials following successful World
War II partnerships in order to maximize available federal funds and present a united
front on decisions to remove urban blight (Winling 2019; Thelin 2004). Across
qualitative studies, researchers have recognized the disparate racial and class impacts that
university expansion has had on different communities in areas around their campuses.

12

Although southern universities and colleges continued to grow just as those in the
north did during the postwar era, literature on university expansion and its impacts is
predominantly focused on northern urban universities. Of particular focus are the nation’s
most elite institutions like Columbia University (Baldwin 2021, Carriere 2011; Jacobs
1961; Marcuse and Potter 2005), the University of Pennsylvania (Bradley 2018; Etienne
2012; O’Mara 2004; Rodin 2007, Puckett and Lloyd 2015; Strom 2005), and the
University of Chicago (Bachin 2004; Baldwin 2016; Webber 2005; Teaford 2000;
Winling 2018). The limited study of southern universities is likely the result of a
confluence of factors, including the Northeast’s concentration of the most prestigious
research universities in the country, the amount of urban renewal and research funding
targeted in this region, and the comparatively high number of displaced residents in cities
across the Northeast (Digital Scholarship Lab, “Renewing Inequality”). As Shermer
notes, universities that did not pursue or qualify for urban renewal funds were
predominantly located in the South and West where there were increased dependencies
on state legislatures, local businesses, and large corporations for political and financial
support (Shermer 2016, 157). This thesis and its focus on UVa begin to fill this gap in
postwar era literature on southern universities and their impacts on surrounding
communities.
Urban renewal, a prominent programmatic tool used by cities and universities in
the postwar period, is widely seen as a fundamental failure in producing equitable
outcomes for a range of demographics. Martin Anderson (1964) and Jon Teaford (2010)
assess the socioeconomic impacts of urban renewal with a central focus on housing. Both
largely conclude that the program failed to give localities sufficient power in driving
13

community-specific housing solutions and unnecessarily displaced thousands of families
in favor of private-market profiteering. Others have studied the predatory methods and
tactics leveraged by federal and city government officials that targeted communities of
color and the working poor. At the federal level, there was limited oversight and
accountability of housing redevelopment programs, as well as an over-reliance on the
private sector that resulted in the disproportionate amount of housing lost in poor
communities of color (Taylor 2019). More covert intentions and nefarious strategies at
the city-level were masked through the use of photographs as a means to racialize
architecture and raze minority neighborhoods (Ammon 2018; Klosterwill et al. 2020).
Urban renewal scholars, and particularly those who study university expansion impacts,
widely emphasize the program’s flawed outcomes that led African Americans to
colloquially rename the program “Negro Removal” (Baldwin 2021; Winling 2011).
Charlottesville and the University of Virginia in the Postwar Era
Literature on Charlottesville in the postwar era is relatively limited and
predominantly focuses on the impacts of the city’s use of urban renewal to raze Vinegar
Hill, an African American neighborhood demolished to develop the city’s downtown
mall. Charlottesville, once a majority Black city in the late 19th century with a thriving
downtown and a number of successful Black-owned businesses, was majority White by
the mid-20th century. Led by governing actions taken by the state legislature, this
segregated college town became embroiled in Massive Resistance efforts as city leaders
struggled to desegregate public schools in the wake of Brown v. Board of Education in
the 1950s (Harris and Olmsted 1991; Holden 1974; Wallenstein 2009). Racial unrest also
resulted from the city’s decision to displace a predominantly Black neighborhood,
14

Vinegar Hill, and establish public housing (Combs 1998; Harris and Olmstead 1991;
Saunders and Shackelford 1998). Two oral history projects on Charlottesville were
conducted in the 1980s, one by the city of Charlottesville on broader topics of
neighborhood change and one by James Saunders and Renae Shackelford on the erasure
of Black culture in the city. Neighborhood residents interviewed in both projects indict
the city’s inadequate housing solutions for African American constituents after razing
Vinegar Hill. More recent scholarship on urban renewal in Charlottesville explores how
the constructed images of blight in Black neighborhoods perpetuated racialized policies
and inequities (Klosterwill et al. 2020).
Although UVa is not the focus of these postwar studies, scholars broadly point to
the university’s detachment from local issues while also finding the university complicit
in perpetuating a racialized landscape. Interviewees in the two oral history projects find
UVa to be a place that is unwelcoming to area Blacks despite the university being a
primary employer for the Black population living around the university (Mangione 1990;
Saunders and Shackelford 1998). Holden (1974) and Wallenstein (2009) indicate that
university leaders remained intentionally removed from issues of civil rights in the city
until the late 1960s. Moreover, areas around the university that were home to university
faculty, voted largely in favor of urban renewal for its perceived economic benefits and
unstated understanding that public housing would not be placed near their homes (Combs
1998, 128).
The impacts of UVa expansion in the 20th century are even more limited in
academic scholarship and are predominantly focused on the post-1980 time period. The
Praxis Program at UVa funded a team of students to investigate the impact of campus
15

growth since the 1980s. The authors’ spatial analysis map university-owned parcels
purchased over time, visually indicating the university’s expansive presence in the area
into the modern day. Their review of historic documents showcases UVa’s controversial
impacts and lacking attempts to build meaningful connections in the community (Land
and Legacy 2020). Claudrena Harold, UVa professor of African American and African
Studies and History, established Black Fire at UVa, a multimedia initiative to document
UVa’s struggle for racial equality. Harold’s work predominantly focuses on events at the
university following student-led civil rights protests in 1969 and the university’s slow
response to create an inclusive campus for Black students and faculty. Cameron and
Kahrl provide a broad overview of UVa’s relationship to Charlottesville’s development
patterns dating back to the 19th century. They find UVa complicit in prioritizing the
university’s growth over neighboring Black communities and stress the pressures the
university has placed on the private housing market since 1970 (Cameron and Kahrl
2021). These UVa-led studies begin to break the surface in understanding the university’s
powerful role in shaping Charlottesville’s built environment with similar outcomes to the
inequities of the urban renewal program.
Questions remain around UVa’s growth strategies and impacts in the postwar
period. This thesis provides a more in-depth analysis of campus plans and the
presidencies of Colgate Darden and Edgar Shannon from 1947-1974 that have previously
gone understudied by university scholars. There are also ongoing questions around UVa’s
impact on the private housing market, the implications of its land acquisition strategies,
and the change in neighborhood demographics around the university. This thesis provides
a more nuanced analysis of changes occurring in Charlottesville over time, using person16

level census data from 1940 to understand who was living around the university at the
time. Further, this study’s spatial analysis documents both university-owned parcels and
building footprints, comparing university plans and intentions with actual outcomes.
Within the larger literature on universities, this thesis is a unique example in applying a
mixed methods research design to exploring and analyzing growth impacts. The results
and analysis section broadens this literature that is heavily concentrated on private
universities in the Northeast by taking a critical lens to a public university in the south
that grew without urban renewal funding. This paper’s in-depth exploration of UVa and
its expansion following WWII begins to close notable research gaps and lays the
foundation for future work in studying university expansion more broadly.
III.

Data and Research Methods
This study utilizes a mixed-methods approach to understand how and why UVa

grew in the post-WWII period and the ways in which the area around the university
responded to this growth. The quantitative components of the analysis to measure direct
and indirect impact draw on 1940-1980 census data at varying geographic levels and
UVa documentation on enrollment, faculty and staff totals, and university-provided
housing units. The spatial component leverages public data on land purchase records in
Charlottesville to map UVa-purchased properties over the study period. Building
footprints, city infrastructure (e.g., roads and railroads), and geographical boundaries
were acquired through Albemarle County and Charlottesville’s open data websites, as
well as UVa librarians. Access to university archives, special collections, planning
documents from UVa’s Office of the Architect, and oral histories are the basis for this
paper’s qualitative study on university intent and community response to UVa expansion.
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Study Area
This study is focused on the city of Charlottesville located within Albemarle
County in Virginia. Although UVa-owned parcels during the study period are located
both within and outside of Charlottesville’s geographical boundaries, much of the student
and faculty population lived within the city. Figure 3 identifies the study area based on
three 1970 U.S. census tracts. This area was determined based on its proximity to the
university and high concentration of university students and staff as indicated in the 1940
census and university documentation. The UVa land parcels pictured in Figure 3 are
based on spatial data produced by a GIS Specialist in UVa’s library system and cityprovided real estate assessment information to track purchase dates of land parcels.
Between 1940 and 1970, and prior to the establishment of tract-level data, census
geographies within the city consisted of enumeration districts (EDs), which made up four
total wards. The former EDs largely make up what are the 1970 and 1980 census tracts,
allowing for a relatively accurate understanding of changes occurring over time across
census variables. Appendix A, Table 3 includes the census geographies that make up the
study and non-study areas from 1940 to 1980. Appendix A also includes the 1940 and
1950 census maps that detail ED locations across the two decades. The census tracts
located outside of the study area but within Charlottesville are used in this paper to
understand how the study area was changing in comparison to rest of the city. The city’s
annexation of more than 2,500 acres of land in 1963 is also accounted for when analyzing
census variables over time.
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Figure 3: Map of study area using 1970 census tract boundaries (tracts 2, 6, and 7). (Data provided by
Charlottesville Open Data, Social Explorer, and UVa Library)

Measuring UVa Growth and Intent for Expansion
The acquired spatial data and deed records are used to map UVa’s campus growth
over time and refine pre-existing research using similar datasets. The spatial datasets
collected include university building footprints acquired through the UVa library and
publicly available data from Albemarle County and the city of Charlottesville. Land
acquisition data, including date of purchase, were previously collected by a group of
UVa-based researchers in 2020 from city-provided datasets as part of a funded program
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out of UVa’s library system (Land and Legacy 2020). One limitation of the city’s real
estate assessment dataset is that it does not include information on parcels that have either
been subdivided or combined since 1940. This in turn resulted in data that misrepresented
parcel purchase dates by the university. To address this issue, university plans that outline
parcel holdings have been used to supplement this gap in the data. Building off the prior
spatial research, this study maps both UVa-owned parcels and university building
footprints between 1940 and 1980 as a measure of direct impact. Maps will demonstrate
where the university grew around its 1940 landholdings, noting areas that were
previously populated by Charlottesville residents.
To quantitatively assess the direct impact of university growth on the surrounding
area, this study tracks student and faculty populations over time, comparing rates of
growth with university-provided housing. UVa’s Office of the Architect provided student
enrollment data while university plans and archived reports indicate historical faculty and
staff totals at different points during the study period. Based on student enrollment,
faculty and staff totals, and university-provided housing for both groups, this study
calculates university-induced strain on the private housing market. This total is used as a
measure of the university’s direct impact on the local community in terms of the total
population dependent on the private market for housing.
To understand UVa leadership’s intentions for growth and change at the
university, this study draws on campus plans, documents in the university archives,
interviews, and meeting minutes from UVa’s Board of Visitors. Sasaki and Associates, in
partnership with UVa’s planning department, developed plans in 1965 and 1973, to hone
a vision for university growth and address concerns over a saturated private housing
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market. This study analyzes these plans provided by UVa’s Office of the Architect and
compares them with development outcomes. An interview conducted with UVa President
Colgate Darden Jr. after his departure from the university sheds light on his goals for
UVa when he was President from 1947 to 1959. Digitized meeting minutes from the
Board of Visitors, a university governing body appointed by the Virginia Governor,
divulge conversations and points of contention with regard to university development.
Although public-facing strategies can largely be extrapolated from these documents, true
intent is more challenging to conclusively capture as it may be purposefully hidden for a
number of reasons. This inconclusiveness is accounted for in the results and analysis
sections of this paper.
Charting Area Change and Community Response
This study uses a range of census variables to track the university’s indirect
impacts on the surrounding community over time. The variables used in this study
replicate a subset of variables used in prior research conducted by Nathan Foote in his
study on neighborhood typology and change in university towns or “knowledge nodes”
between 1980 and 2010 (Foote 2017). Foote’s study includes a range of demographic,
socioeconomic, and housing variables to designate neighborhoods into categories based
on the ways they changed over time. Meagan Ehlenz (2018), in her research on university
intervention and neighborhood change post-1990, uses a subset of these variables as well
as additional data based on prior gentrification research conducted by Lisa Bates (2013).
Because data availability and digital accessibility of these variables is more limited pre1980, this paper measures indirect impacts using a subset of previously studied variables,
listed in Appendix A, Table 4.
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At the time this research was conducted, individual-level data was only available
for the 1940 census and has been used in order to collect data at smaller geographic
levels. While the 1940 census data is limited in the variables collected, it provides insight
to where different segments of the population lived within the city. Further, the 1940
census did not include college students living on- or off-campus at the time of collection
because they were presumably accounted for at their “parental homes” (U.S. Census
Bureau 1955). This omission likely skewed actual population totals downward in the
study area in 1940, which has been accounted for when discussing area population
density, demographics, and socioeconomic indicators. The 1950 and 1960 decennial
census years only include data at the city-level while 1970 and 1980 also include data for
the newly developed census tract geographies. This study’s accounting for changes in
census geographies and variables collected over time provides unique insight to
demographic and socioeconomic shifts from the study period.
Alongside the quantitative data analysis, this study draws on oral histories and a
range of secondary sources to shed light on the greater Charlottesville community’s
reactions and responses to UVa’s growing presence. Two oral history projects, consisting
of sixty-five cumulative interviews with Charlottesville residents, were conducted in the
early 1980s (Mangione 1990; Saunders and Shackelford 1998). While neither was
produced with the specific premise of better understanding UVa’s impact on the
community, residents from both studies provide valuable perspectives on the university’s
relationship with different neighborhoods and general sentiments felt toward the
university in the postwar period. Digitized historic newspapers, including UVa’s Cavalier
Daily and the Charlottesville Daily Progress, also supplemented information on
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community and student reaction to university decisions regarding enrollment and campus
growth. The breadth of sources allows for a more complete analysis to determine how the
university was changing and the ways UVa impacted Charlottesville’s built environment
and residents.
IV.

Results and Analysis
Between 1945 and 1980 UVa enrolled an additional 14,500 students, an increase

of nearly 750% over a thirty-five-year timeframe. Using the methods and resources
detailed in the previous section, the results and analysis outline the university’s
development approach both before and during the study period that resulted in UVa’s
exceptional growth trajectory. This section is divided in to three parts based both on time
period as well as the tactics used by university leadership to plan and develop the
campus. The first part (1890-1945) grounds UVa’s postwar development in the
university’s prewar strategies and growth patterns that sought to maintain Jefferson’s
academical village through the exploitation of Black labor and efforts to homogenize
what was a racially diverse surrounding community. The second part (1945-1960) details
Colgate Darden Jr.’s presidency and his commitment to steadily growing the university
through a set of calculated development investments. The third and final part (19601980) explores the more formalized planning processes that the university undertook to
plan for the required space, and specifically student housing, necessary to mitigate the
limitations of a saturated private housing market. All three parts make use of census data
and the aforementioned oral histories to detail the powerful and controversial impacts that
would result from a growing university presence.
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a. Setting the Stage – a Jeffersonian approach to development in a
racialized landscape (Late 19th Century – 1945)
A Culture of Enclosure
In the late 19th and early 20th centuries, UVa leaders and staff sought to enclose
the campus from surrounding communities by constructing strategically placed buildings
and targeting new development around its borders. By the early 20th century, UVa’s
building footprint (Figure 4) was largely concentrated around the original Lawn, an
enduring legacy of Jefferson’s commitment to an intimate and insular academic
experience for students and faculty. To the Lawn’s south and southeast sat the Canada
and Gospel Hill neighborhoods, both of which were historically Black with residents
often employed by the university and university staff (Hood and Basnak 2016). UVa and
its leaders constructed buildings like Old Cabell Hall to limit sight lines of these
neighborhoods and “buffer the university from…an enclave of free African Americans
and persons of mixed race” (“UVa Board of Visitors Meeting” 2013). Well before the
university undertook its most expansive growth efforts following World War II,
university leaders had already set the tone that lines would be drawn between town and
gown.
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Figure 4: Map of UVa-owned parcels and building footprint in 1945. (Data provided by Charlottesville
Open Data and UVa Library)

The proximity of the Canada and Gospel Hill neighborhoods to the university also
made them prime targets for real estate developers of the period. One such group of real
estate speculators, the Dawson Investment Company, formed in 1892 with the sole
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objective of acquiring tracts in the Canada neighborhood. Of this group’s eleven original
directors, six were university faculty, including its president, Paul B. Barringer, a
prominent eugenicist of the period (Rivanna Archaeological Services 2019, 21-25). As
the Dawson Investment Company in turn sold the acquired lots, owners attempted to
rebrand the neighborhood through explicitly racist references to Canada’s previous
inhabitants. One such example includes an article in Charlottesville’s Daily Progress
titled “Pest Hole Cleanup” that describes the area as formerly being a “public nuisance
and plague spot” being transformed alongside the “handsome new University gates”
(Figure 5). This vivid contradiction juxtaposes the university’s wealth and prestige,
inaccessible to those beyond the metaphorical gates, with the neighboring community
along race and class lines. University faculty and fellow developers looked to realign the
surrounding area with UVa’s contained and manicured beauty only to be accessed by a
wealthier and whiter demographic.
The university was committed to maintaining a racially and sex-segregated
academic environment that insulated gown from town. Although a public and statefunded institution, UVa functioned as a private university, selectively serving White men
until the 1970s while propagating a culture of perceived social distinction. UVa’s racist
admissions policies disqualified Blacks from applying to the university, reflecting a
larger statewide effort to force qualified Black graduates out of Virginia by providing the
funds necessary to attend out of state universities or colleges. One local Black resident
described the university’s response to integration: “…they went very slowly, screaming
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and carrying on, shouting and screaming before they would” (Saunders and Shackelford
1998, 44).

Figure 5: Daily Progress “Pest Hole Cleanup” Article, August 18, 1892 (UVa Special Collections)

Despite UVa’s racist academic underpinnings during this period, the university
was dependent on Black labor to operate as indicated in the 1940 census that identifies
many area Blacks employed at the university hospital, in student boarding and fraternity
houses, or as janitors and waitstaff. Frank Harris, a 29-year-old Black man, lived with his
wife on 10th Street in the study area and was a cook at the university hospital. He lived
just down the street from Callie Norris, a young Black woman who was a maid in a
student boarding house (U.S. Census Bureau 1940). Although Frank and Callie’s stories
remain untold, oral histories suggest that, by exclusively serving wealthy White men,
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UVa only exacerbated segregation in Charlottesville. This economically exploitative
relationship that the university constructed with the local Black community resulted in
decades of mistrust continuing into the modern day.
Until the 1940s, UVa’s commitment to limit growth outside of Jefferson’s
Central Grounds was reflected in their unwillingness to build more student housing. The
university’s student housing policy read as follows:
It is inexpedient for the University to undertake the building of additional
dormitories, or boarding houses for the accommodation of students, unless & until
it shall appear that suitable & sufficient accommodations will not be afforded by
private enterprise on reasonable terms (university policy quoted by Rathbone,
2011).
The university was openly dependent on the private market to house their own students
despite its extensive land holdings. As of 1943, UVa could house 537 students on the
grounds of the university, or approximately one-third of its student population. An
additional 610 students could potentially live in fraternity houses, although only 500 did
so at the time (BoV Meeting Minutes, Jan. 1943). In total, this left nearly 700 students
looking to the private market for housing. Moreover, they encouraged the building of offcampus fraternity houses and provided financial assistance to parties willing to take on
this task (BoV Meeting Minutes, Jan. 1943). UVa’s reluctance to build student housing
set a precedent for future development in their attempt to limit building outgrowth from
the Lawn.
Segregated Development Patterns
Based on 1940 individual-level census records, nearly 9,400 people, including
students, lived in the defined study area, or 48% of Charlottesville’s total population. To
calculate the total population including students, this study determined that
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approximately 2,400 students lived in the study area, of which 500 lived in the fraternity
houses, also all located in this same area. The determined 2,400 students is a function of
student enrollment in 1939, on-campus dormitory beds, available fraternity beds, and
location and number of student boarding houses in Charlottesville (BoV Meeting Minutes
1943). Census data indicate that all boarding and rooming houses recorded in the 1940
census were located in the study area and the percentage of university faculty and staff
were largely concentrated in this same area. At this point in time, the study area was more
population dense than the rest of the city (Table 1). This included 2,000 non-student
households, making up approximately 35% of Charlottesville’s total households in 1940.
Year
Total
Pop.

Study Area
Pop.
White
Density (%)

Black
(%)

Total
Pop.

Non-Study Area*
Pop.
White
Density
(%)

Black
(%)

1940**

6,884

2,559

64%

36%

11,857

3,137

86%

14%

1950***

10,605

3,942

NA

NA

15,364

4,065

NA

NA

1960****

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

1970

13,823

5,138

75%

24%

18,953

4,041

87%

13%

1980

14,442

5,369

77%

21%

19,353

4,126

78%

21%

*The Non-Study Area excludes census tracts 8 and 9 from 1970 and 1980 totals to account for annexation
**Totals are based off of 1940 person-level census data and does not include students living in Charlottesville
***Demographic data are not available at the ED-level for 1950
****Demographic data are not available at the ED-level for 1960

Table 1: Population statistics in Study and Non-Study Areas from 1940 to 1980 (U.S. Census Bureau)

University- and developer-led efforts to homogenize surrounding communities
largely concentrated Black residents in the study area’s 10th and Page neighborhood, a
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reflection of citywide spatial patterns. The study area’s racial demographics reflected
citywide trends, as the population was 75% White and 25% Black, including the
approximately 2,400 students that were living in this area. Spatially, Blacks primarily
lived around the Southern Railroad in the city’s center that roughly divides
Charlottesville into east and west sections (Figure 2). These historically Black
neighborhoods are referred to as Vinegar Hill, Starr Hill, Rose Hill, 10th & Page, Gospel
Hill, Fifeville, and Ridge Street. Within the study area, a majority of Black households
were concentrated to UVa’s northeast in the 10th & Page neighborhood. This area was
home to nearly 60% of the city’s Black population as the aforementioned neighborhoods
were some of the few areas where Blacks were allowed and could afford to live as a
result of racist lending practices and restrictive racial covenants scattered throughout the
city (“Mapping Cville” 2021).
Households in the study area experienced higher than average homeownership
rates, particularly among Blacks living around the university. Across Charlottesville,
approximately 40% of the city’s occupied housing units were owned and 60% rented in
1940. The percentage of occupied homes owned by Whites and Blacks were
proportionate to the city’s racial demographics at the time, but ownership rates among
Whites (42%) and Blacks (39%) were relatively comparable. Although tenure across the
study area was consistent with citywide tenure trends in 1940, four of the six enumeration
districts in the study area had higher than average ownership rates. The two EDs not
included, 104-9 and 104-17, include two of the historically Black neighborhoods located
within the study area at the time, Gospel Hill and 10th & Page. Despite this, study area
EDs where Black households lived experienced some of the highest ownership rates
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among Blacks at or above 50% of total Black households. And accounting for the entirely
White student population that were likely majority renters, homeownership rates among
Blacks were likely higher than Whites in the study area.
While average household income varied across the study area, Black households
generally earned less than half that of White households. For Whites, average household
incomes ranged between $1,127 in the 10th & Page neighborhood to $2,125 in the area
west of Rugby Road. This compares to the national income average in 1940 of $1,368
(U.S. Census Bureau 1940). Black household incomes averaged between $577 and $744.
The income disparity is likely understated in this analysis as incomes higher than $5,000
were reported as “$5,000+” on 1940 census schedules and individuals who worked for
“business profits” as opposed to money, wages, or salary did not have to report their
incomes. High earners were largely affiliated with lucrative positions at UVa or those
who owned their own businesses including lawyers and bankers. Many Blacks and
Whites in this area worked at the university. White men often held high paying
professorships or administrative roles and Black men and women were employed as
laborers, janitors, cooks, or orderlies at the university hospital and in student boarding
houses (U.S. Census Bureau 1940).
University-Driven Divides along Race and Class Lines
Prior to the university’s extensive growth, both White and Black Charlottesville
residents saw UVa as a divisive and inaccessible force that functioned as a third
municipality within Charlottesville and the surrounding Albemarle County. In one cityled interview, Irene Valentine, a White woman who had lived in Charlottesville but
outside of the study area since the 1920s, described a spatial divide in the city as “all
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those west of fourteenth street were the university gown—purely intellectual, mental,
academic. East of fourteenth street were all the town, the tradespeople” (Mangione 1990,
24). This stark division between town and gown was also drawn along racial lines as only
a handful of Black residents lived west of fourteenth street by 1940 as indicated in Figure
2. And as one Black resident, Teresa Price, expressed, Blacks often lived in a constant
sense of precarity, stating “…we just stay on the fringe of redevelopment all the time”
(Saunders and Shackelford 1998, 39). Interviewed Charlottesville residents generally felt
a lack of ownership over how and where development occurred. The university’s impact
in dividing the city, as articulated by Valentine, summarizes many of the sentiments felt
by residents in interviews about UVa’s immense power in shaping a segregated and
racialized landscape.
UVa entered a period of growth following World War II having already solidified
its position as the driving development force in Charlottesville. The university and its
faculty took action to maintain Jefferson’s segregated grounds through racist
development practices and the seclusion of resident Blacks into sequestered sections of
the study area. As the following sections will describe, UVa’s growth would continue to
be an undeniable influence in the development patterns of the surrounding Charlottesville
community. The conclusion of the war signaled a transition in the university’s leadership,
resulting in a burgeoning student body that would increasingly look to surrounding
neighborhoods for housing.
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b. The Emergence of Colgate Darden Jr. and Leaving the Lawn (19451960)
A Vision of Calculated Growth
Although a comprehensive plan for the university would not emerge until twenty
years after World War II, early postwar development was shaped by a powerful new
voice found in Colgate Darden. Darden was the former Virginia Governor from 1942 to
1946 and was favored to run for the U.S. Senate, but in an interview conducted thirty
years later, Darden felt that his powers as the future UVa President were unrestricted and
that he felt he could more readily alter the course of the university than he could the
country in the Senate (Darden 1978). He flaunted his abilities to leverage his political
connections with the state to generate new funds for the university and aid in
democratizing higher education for more Virginia public school students. In totality,
Darden envisioned a much larger UVa shed of the private school reputation it had come
to embody, albeit without pushing for the admittance of Black students or women during
his tenure. One of his more controversial propositions was the abolition of fraternity
houses because of their exclusivity in shaping social life on campus. This sparked outrage
among students and alumni accusing him of attempting to “tear down and destroy the
traditional distinctiveness of the University and make it just another ‘State U’” (BoV
Minutes, Sep. 1954). But Darden, with his presidential prowess, was the force that would
begin UVa’s growth motivated both by prestige and what he saw as a service to the
Commonwealth.
While Darden would concede on the issue of fraternity houses, he pushed a
development agenda that would ensure enrollment growth, expanded research budgets,
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and an elite faculty. Darden’s vision for the university was one of strategized growth as
enrollment numbers steadied in the 1950s following an initial influx of veterans and their
families after World War II. Like many other universities in the postwar era, there was a
renewed focus on medicine and the sciences at UVa as a result of new funding sources
during the Atomic Age (Hitchcock 2012, 156-158). Darden’s priorities and intentions to
grow the university into a renowned research institution were reflected in the built
environment as new buildings devoted to astronomy, physics, and medicine all were
constructed during his tenure. This paired with the first meaningful expansion of student
and faculty housing since the university’s founding, as will be further discussed in greater
detail. He largely held true to Jeffersonian ideals in his want for the Central Grounds to
remain the heart of university life with the placement of the student activities center
adjacent to the Lawn. But Darden’s traditionalism was balanced with an understanding
that growth outside of the university’s historic core would be necessary to achieving his
goal of national prestige. The building footprint by the end of his tenure in 1959 (Figure
6) was notably calculated and responsive to the moment, but, in a similar vein, did not
anticipate the growth that UVa would undergo over the next two decades.
University policy changes in the mid-twentieth century and a burgeoning student
body led to the university’s first comprehensive investment in student dormitories since
its founding. To respond to the thousands of White veterans that capitalized on federal
funding to enroll at UVa, Darden was forced to respond to student housing needs within
the confines of existing campus boundaries. In an unprecedented building campaign that
pushed development outward away from the historic core, the university placed warsurplus trailers on the untouched “North Grounds” section of campus as a short-term
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solution for veterans and their families (Hitchcock 2012, 140). Although the number of
students living off-campus would rise to more than 3,300 by 1950, the university opened
the McCormick Road Dormitories just one year later, a set of ten buildings that could
house approximately 1,330 students. These buildings and trailers, both in Figures 7 and 8,
would serve as a much needed expansion to the university’s student housing offerings in
an already saturated Charlottesville housing market. On-campus dormitories regulated the
number of students living in private market housing to prewar levels by 1960 (Figure 13).
This building campaign was paired with a new requirement that all first-year
undergraduates live in university dormitories. New housing development on campus
property and more restrictive policies in the early 1950s marked a critical shift in the
ways that UVa leadership perceived the university’s role as both educator and landlord.
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Figure 6: Map of UVa-owned parcels and building footprint in 1959. (Data provided by Charlottesville
Open Data and UVa Library)
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Figure 7: Image of UVa’s War-Surplus Trailers on North Grounds. (UVa Special Collections)

Figure 8: Image of UVa’s McCormick Road Dormitories opened in 1951 (UVa Special Collections)
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An Increasingly Populous Charlottesville
Although the study area grew in population between 1940 and 1950, a majority of
new residents settled in other areas of the city. As the university enrolled an additional
1,230 students over the decade, the city added more than 4,100 new residents, accounting
for the students likely living in the study area but not enumerated in 1940. This influx of
residents was 86% White and the study area was growing at a comparatively slow rate
with the rest of the city as eastern sections of Charlottesville experienced new
development. Although exact rates of population change within specific EDs is not yet
available because of the unknown student population, it is likely that the fastest growing
section of the study area was along the northern city boundary. This area experienced a
40% increase in population, or 475 residents, and included a newly developed
neighborhood, Meadowbrook Hills. One of the historically Black neighborhoods in the
study area, 10th & Page (EDs 104-16 and 104-18 on the 1950 census map in Appendix
A, Figure 19), added less than 90 residents, or 6% of its 1940 population, signifying that
a vast majority of the 560 new Black residents located elsewhere in the city.
As UVa’s campus and student enrollment grew under Darden, the city added
extensive amounts of new housing with denser construction predominantly located in the
study area. Between 1940 and 1959, Charlottesville added more than 4,500 housing units,
nearly 2,200 of which were located in the study area (Census Bureau 1980). As indicated
in Figures 9 and 10 from Charlottesville’s 1959 Master Plan, developers constructed
entirely new subdivisions and hundreds of housing structures, a majority of which were
single-family homes. The study area increased its supply of duplexes and apartment
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buildings at a comparatively high rate than the rest of the city, likely in response to
increased student demand for private market housing.
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Figure 9: Map from 1959 Harland Bartholomew Charlottesville City Plan showing new buildings
constructed from 1950 to 1956 (Hathi Trust)
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Mixed Community Reactions to a Growing and Segregated University
Charlottesville residents associate the city’s postwar housing boom with Darden’s
expansion of UVa. Eight interviewees, largely living in study area neighborhoods,
explicitly associate the end of World War II and Darden’s presidency with the
development growth witnessed in their communities. One couple noted the university’s
dramatic changes, “When Darden came, the University shifted towards the style of the
big mid-western and western universities…All the created apartments—endless
apartments—have had a great effect” (Mangione 1990, 93). Another resident explicitly
states that “growth of the neighborhood was not due to efforts of the residents but was
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imposed from the outside,” going on to outline the ways in which the university’s growth
resulted in subdivided lots and more apartments for rent. (Ibid., 70). Across the
interviews, what residents describe is development inflicted on their communities by
executive decision-making powers often associated with university leadership.
The university’s stance to maintain a segregated student body and remove itself
from racial strife in Charlottesville through much of Darden’s tenure further frayed
relationships with Charlottesville’s Black community. With the passage of Brown v.
Board of Education in 1954, Virginia state and local representatives responded with
tactics of massive resistance to combat the desegregation of schools that pinned resident
Blacks against city leadership (Holden 1974). Darden, an open advocate for segregated
schools, aligned himself with the state and fought to maintain UVa’s White student body
until the university was forced to admit its first Black graduate student, Gregory
Swanson, with the 1950 ruling in Swanson v. Rector and Visitors of the University of
Virginia (Darden 1978; UVa School of Law). Darden’s propagation of a racist
admissions process while continuing to exploit Black labor to the benefit of the university
is grounded in what Wallenstein describes as a fear for the university’s appropriations
from the state legislature (Wallenstein 2009, 39). This resistance leads the city’s African
Americans to feel that “Jefferson the plantation owner and Jefferson the slaveholder still
casts a shadow over Charlottesville” (Holden 1974, 5). Many local Black interviewees
attest to this feeling of abuse felt at the hands of the university during this time,
describing mistreatment at the UVa hospital, an unwillingness to support local Blacks in
efforts to save Vinegar Hill from urban renewal, and a general sentiment of
unwelcomeness emanating from university grounds (Mangione 1990). UVa’s growth
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under Darden did not serve the Black community, but instead posed a greater threat to the
housing and general wellbeing of Black residents than when he came to hold office.
c. Unplanned Growth and Increasing Reliance on the Private Housing
Market (1960-1980)
Formalized Planning Processes and Increasing Growth Trajectories
Following a period of slow enrollment increases at UVa in the 1950s, likely in
part as a result of the Korean and Vietnam Wars, the university scrambled to
accommodate a rapidly growing student in the 1960s. This response came under the
direction of the university’s fourth president, Edgar Shannon, who would oversee the
most aggressive building and growth campaign in UVa history. Further reinforcing
UVa’s new embodiment of housing developer, the university constructed eleven new
dormitory buildings for undergraduates that could house approximately 1,200 total
students in 1964. On the former location of the postwar-era trailers on North Grounds, the
university built twenty-eight buildings, referred to as the Copeley Hill Apartments to
support 250 married students (BoV Meeting Minutes, June 1965). As UVa developed
permanent housing on North Grounds, they purchased an additional eight existing
apartment buildings in the neighboring area (University Gardens), solidifying a
permanent shift away from Jefferson’s centralized academical village. The university’s
rush to construct and purchase new housing in Shannon’s initial years as president was
necessary to accommodate the more than 300 new students that the university averaged
each year in the early 1960s.
Amidst the university’s extensive growth trajectory, UVa commissioned a
prestigious architecture and planning firm, Sasaki, Walker and Associates, to strategize
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and design a comprehensive development plan to accommodate continual growth. The
1965 plan was the first university-led comprehensive strategy completed in nearly fifty
years. The plan was tailored to the university’s growth goal of accommodating 10,000
students by 1975 from the 5,800 reported when written. As such, the plan’s development
goals were to expand existing academic facilities and secondarily, student and faculty
housing. Sasaki emphasized the importance of a half-mile walking radius to UVa’s
Central Grounds, continuing Jefferson’s vision of maintained order through controlled
spaces despite the university’s expansion to North Grounds. Laying out a set of
development objectives, the plan explicitly states intentions “to use land the University
now owns or controls wherever possible in planning for development of new buildings”
(28). Despite this call for increased density, Sasaki additionally identified possible
growth areas that could be developed through “a policy of gradual acquisition” based on
the economic viability of the purchase (14). Thus, the plan presents an attempt at
straddling a vision for density with the desire to control future development around the
university’s central core (Figure 11). As discussed later in this section, expansion around
the central core, while an economic decision for the university, would result in the
destroying of communities that neighbored the university.
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Figure 11: Map from 1965 Sasaki & Assoc. Plan indicating plan’s emphasis on a 10-minute walking
radius around Central Grounds (Provided by UVa Office of the Architect)
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The 1965 plan laid out a set of governing policies that sought to alleviate reliance
on a saturated private housing market but failed to do so as enrollment exceeded
expectations and investment in housing lagged. Acknowledging the realities of
Charlottesville’s limited housing supply, the plan states that private housing had absorbed
about 50% of students and that facilities are “no longer adequate to meet this demand”
(62). In response, new governing policies ensured that dormitories would accommodate
100% of first-year students and that new housing would provide for 75% of any increase
in both undergraduate and graduate students after 1963. To accomplish these goals, based
on an anticipated 10,000 student enrollment by 1975, Sasaki outlined site plans to
construct buildings for nearly 2,900 additional students, including 660 beds across
fourteen new fraternity houses (Figure 12). What was in turn built by the university was a
significantly downsized version of said plan, constructing additional space for just 1,800
beds by 1980. Thus, the 1965 plan not only severely underrepresented 1975 enrollment
by more than 5,000, but it also significantly underperformed in meeting its housing
obligations. A 1970 article published by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development stated that 6,532 of UVa’s 9,735 students in 1969 lived in off-campus
housing (Poole 1970, 26). This was an increase of more than 4,500 students living in offcampus housing just ten years since Darden’s departure in 1959 (Figure 14).
Although the initial plan was approved by the university in 1965 and aspects of it
began implementation almost immediately, new university policies and a 1973 updated
plan addressed the university’s unanticipated growth and deflection of the investment
needed in on-campus housing. UVa leadership paired new housing development with a
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1968 policy incentive put in place to encourage students to live on campus for more than
a single year, reading as follows:
In addition to the dormitory rental charge for the first year for entering
undergraduate students, all of whom must reside in University dormitories, each
entering student shall pay a deposit fee of $100 which shall be applied toward his
dormitory rental if he resides in the dormitories during his second undergraduate
year; provided, however, that (1) if the student chooses to live else-where than in
the dormitories during his second year the deposit fee shall be forfeited and (2) if
the student does not return to the University for his second undergraduate year,
the deposit fee of $100 shall be refunded (BoV Meeting Minutes, Feb. 1968).
As financial incentives and development failed to keep up with housing demand, UVa
recommissioned Sasaki and Associates to complete a 1973 update to the 1965 plan as the
university had surpassed the anticipated 10,000 student threshold just five years into the
ten-year development plan and sought a new vision for a 16,000-person student body by
1980. Ironically, the new plan worked in direct contradiction to the primary tenet of its
predecessor as the 1973 update sought to decentralize campus into three “teaching
centers” as a solution to the threat of “unacceptable densities” (Figure 15). One center
would make use of the 550-acre Birdwood Estate, the former home of a prominent
Virginia businessman, for the development of six residential colleges, including space for
3,000 students (Rathbone & Minturn 2011; Sasaki & Assoc. 1973, 4). Apart from this
divergence, the other housing recommendations within the 1973 plan remained in
accordance with the 1965 plan. The university thus set a renewed commitment to student
housing with modernized intentions to grow UVa while limiting the pressures it would in
turn place on the private housing market.

46

Figure 12: Map from 1965 Sasaki & Assoc. Plan showing plan for new fraternity housing on North
Grounds that was never completed. (Provided by UVa Office of the Architect)
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Figure 13: Chart showing the difference in university enrollment with the number of university-provided.
During Darden’s tenure, off-campus housing demand peaked in 1950 and leveled off to prewar levels by
1960.
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Figure 14: Chart showing the wide disparity between UVa’s growing student body and the number of
university-provided beds under President Edgar Shannon.
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Figure 15: Map from 1973 Sasaki & Assoc. Plan Update showing a new vision for a decentralized
campus to make better use of new and existing land holdings. This plan was never pursued. (Provided
by UVa Office of the Architect)
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The Gospel Hill neighborhood was the only example in UVa’s building program
between 1945 and 1980 that sought to explicitly displace residents to develop new
facilities. Both the 1965 and 1973 plans targeted Gospel Hill, the historically Black
neighborhood on UVa’s eastern border, as the primary prospective growth area around
the university’s campus center based strictly on economic principles. Speaking
specifically to the property considerations given to expansion along Jefferson Park
Avenue, the 1965 plan states that expanding westward would be too expensive and that
“on the other hand, property conditions to the east appear to be more favorable” (58).
Over a span of more than twenty years, the university would purchase properties from
homeowners who would either move or displace their tenants to accommodate an already
growing UVa medical center, including more than 1,000 parking spots (Figure 16). Based
on 1940 census data, this would result in the displacement of 92 households, including
327 residents. This study’s review of BoV meeting minutes and correspondence between
Sasaki & Associates and the Coordinator of the UVa Planning Department, found that
eminent domain and federal urban renewal processes, while considered by university
leadership, were not actively pursued to acquire the necessary land for expansion (BoV
Meeting Minutes, June 1982; Dober 1963). This demise of Gospel Hill was the
completion of a decades-long insurgence by the university and university affiliates,
dating back to the Dawson Investment Company, who racially targeted longstanding
residents of the area.
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Figure 16: Map from 1973 Sasaki & Assoc. Plan Update showing site plans for the former Gospel
Hill neighborhood. This plan was largely executed in the 1970s and 1980s. (Provided by UVa Office
of the Architect)
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Analysis of the 1940 individual-level census for Gospel Hill finds some
discrepancy with prior research on the university’s role in the displacement of residents
as well as the demographics of the population. One interview with a prominent
Charlottesville Black businessman from the era, Thomas Ferguson Inge, Sr., identified
Gospel Hill as “all black land” before it was redeveloped for university purposes
(Mangione 1990). More recent scholarship identifies Gospel Hill as a “Black
neighborhood” when UVa razed the neighborhood in the 1970s and 1980s (Cameron and
Kahrl 2021). But this study’s analysis of 1940 person-level census data reveals a more
nuanced story as the university’s acquisition of the land came at a period when the
neighborhood had already undergone significant demographic changes, likely as a result
of the encroaching development triggered years prior by groups like the Dawson
Investment Company. A majority of land parcels by 1940 on the streets included in Table
2 and eventually razed by the university, were owned or rented by Whites, some of whom
were high-earning faculty members at UVa (U.S. Census Bureau 1940). The 1941
Sanborn Maps also indicate that new housing, including at least two new apartment
buildings had been developed in recent years within the neighborhood. Further, alongside
the completion of the university’s new football stadium in the 1930s, new housing
development from the southwest had already begun to encroach upon Gospel Hill,
continuing into the late 1940s and 1950s (Charlottesville Master Plan 1959). Thus, while
it is almost certain that the university’s presence was the primary catalyst to the
demographic changes and eventual demise of Gospel Hill, these changes were well
underway by the time UVa pursued direct expansion into the area by the 1960s.
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Street Name
Lee Street

White Population
9

Black Population
18

TOTAL
27

Lane Road

16

0

16

Park Place

141

0

141

15th Street

15

22

37

12th Street

0

88

88

181

128

309

TOTAL

Table 2: 1940 Gospel Hill population demographics by street – these streets were all razed partially or
fully for the University’s medical center expansion beginning in the 1970s. (U.S. Census Bureau 1940)

Like the 1965 plan, the 1973 update set unfulfilled expectations for the growth
model pursued by UVa’s leadership as the university struggled to keep pace in providing
the student housing it promised. The university went on to reach the 16,000-student
threshold leaders had planned for itself two years ahead of schedule in 1978 and added
nearly 6,000 new students between 1970 and 1980. During this same period, UVa
developed two housing complexes on existing property: Lambeth Field House and
Copeley Apartments. The Lambeth development emerged out of the 1965 and 1973 plans
prepared by Sasaki and Associates and included 174 apartments for approximately 800
undergraduates. The Copeley Apartments, an extension of Copeley Hill, added eleven
buildings and beds for 140 upperclassmen. The Birdwood Estate, set to absorb an
increasing student body and address Charlottesville’s continual housing woes, was
instead transformed into a golf course neighboring wealthy communities. Although the
justification for the golf course is unclear, UVa’s Buildings and Grounds Committee
officially voted to defer the decision to build student housing at Birdwood in November
of 1980 as a result of rising costs (BOV Meeting Minutes, Jan. 1981). And while UVa
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pursued aspects of both the 1965 and 1973 plans, including the medical center, many of
the major housing components were deprioritized and UVa would never go on to build a
mixed-use project of the scale and size that the Birdwood plan offered. By 1980, nearly
9,000 students would be living in off-campus housing, a demand that the private market
was unsuitable to meet as the university previously acknowledged fifteen years prior in
its 1965 Master Plan (Sasaki & Assoc. 1965, 62). Figure 17 maps the university’s growth
over the course of this period.

Figure 17: Map of UVa-owned parcels and building footprint in 1980 with noted university housing
developments. (Data provided by Charlottesville Open Data and UVa Library)

Although not as central to university plans and building pursuits between 1960
and 1980, the growing number of faculty and staff required to support the expanded
student body and research agenda became an increasingly prominent presence. While
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data are more limited on faculty and staff employment totals and university-provided
faculty housing, UVa had approximately 200 faculty members in 1940 (Hitchcock 2012,
123). By 1972, the university employed more than 1,300 teaching and research faculty
and an additional 4,100 staff in classified positions (Sasaki & Assoc. 1973, 5). And in an
economic impact analysis of the university published in 1980, UVa reported to have more
than 7,600 faculty and staff on university payroll. Over the same period, the university
invested in a single comprehensive development for faculty, the Piedmont Houses and
Apartments, that offered sixteen single-family homes and fourteen apartments just off the
southwestern border of the UVa campus. In total, the university expanded its offerings
from under thirty homes and apartments in 1945, primarily concentrated on the Lawn, to
approximately seventy units in 1980. This would leave nearly 7,400 new faculty and staff
over a thirty-five-year timeframe to depend on the private housing market both in
Charlottesville and the surrounding, more rural, Albemarle County.
One of the primary and most notable omissions from the university development
and planning processes was the lack of consideration for the surrounding community.
The 1965 and 1973 plans present Gospel Hill solely as a piece of land and economic
opportunity, not a neighborhood that was home to more than 300 people. UVa similarly
left out discussions of potential outcomes for other existing communities in the study
area, including those more vulnerable to an expanding rental market. UVa, an entity of
the state, was able to leverage its land use authority as its own jurisdiction within the
confines of Charlottesville and Albemarle County to make decisions that best suited
university priorities at the expense of entire neighborhoods. And as the interviewees in
the oral histories note, this lack of acknowledgement did not go unnoticed in how
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residents discuss university-induced impacts on their communities and the difference in
treatment between gown and town.
A Transformed University Area
UVa’s enrollment and faculty growth in the 1960s was reflected in the study
area’s rapidly rising population and housing density. Charlottesville continued to grow at
a fast pace in the 1950s and 1960s as the city added nearly 40,000 people by 1970, in part
due to the city’s annexation of more than 2,000 acres of land in 1963 from the
surrounding Albemarle County. As UVa more than doubled in size between 1960 and
1970 to nearly 11,000 students, the study area well surpassed the rest of the city in terms
of population density. Housing construction and typology trends over the course of the
study period indicate denser types of residential and comparatively high housing
development rates in the study area than the rest of the city. Despite making up just a
third of Charlottesville’s land area, more than 45% of all housing construction was
located in the study area between 1940 and 1970.
Within the study area and accounting for the total land area of each tract, there
was a wide discrepancy in where new housing units were developed after 1940. Tract 6,
the area that border’s UVa to the southwest and the former location of Gospel Hill, added
more than 750 units per quarter mile area. This compares to Tract 7, the largest tract
located north and northwest of campus, that added just 233 units per quarter mile. With
regard to housing typology, the study area’s housing stock drastically differs from the rest
of the city as it included more than 2,400 structures that had five or more units by 1980.
This compared to just 1,000 such structures across the rest of the city. There is a clear
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correlation between university population growth and the number of housing units
located in the surrounding area.
The rise in rentership across the study area, particularly in larger housing
structures, contrasts with the citywide rise in homeownership between 1940 and 1980.
Despite 1940 census data likely understating the percentage of renters in Charlottesville
by not including student households, the city still experienced a 10% rise in
homeownership rates to 50% over the forty-year period. Comparatively, the study area’s
influx of renters drew down the homeownership rate to 29% in 1980, with the lowest
rates in structures with five or more units (U.S. Census Bureau 1980). Black households
maintained a 35% ownership rate, only a slight decrease from 39% in 1940. Likely in
large part due to the overwhelmingly White student and faculty population that moved
into the study area as well as the suburbanization of wealth occurring in Albemarle
County, White homeownership was just 22% in 1980. The stark decrease in ownership
across the study area is indicative of the evolving housing market as it catered more to
renters in smaller units and wealthier Whites left for the suburbs.
The university began to exhibit more notable racial and socioeconomic shifts in
the 1970s, as the city’s Black population shifted into other areas of the city. Despite such
tremendous population growth across Charlottesville, the city’s racial makeup remained
relatively unchanged between 1940 and 1980 as the population was 81% White and 18%
Black. However, spatial shifts indicate that the study area, once home to 60% of the city’s
Black population in 1940, only housed 42% of Blacks in 1980. The 1970s were also the
first decade of population decline among Blacks within the study area during the study
period. Census tract data indicates that Blacks were moving farther away from the
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university, primarily into the Fifeville neighborhood and other areas in the city’s south
and southeast sections. Accounting for inflation, the average household income in the
study area increased by 139% between 1940 and 1980. This is also likely an understated
increase in income growth as student incomes were not included in the 1940 census,
which are often significantly lower than those of non-student households. If comparing to
the average family income in 1980, the increase is even more significant at 284%.
Income gains among Whites were also notably higher over the study period than Blacks
and other race households. As the study area grew through the 1970s, it was no longer a
community where Blacks moving to Charlottesville felt as compelled or were likely able
to live.
Increasing Community Resentment Toward UVa Students
Residents across Charlottesville made note of the rise in rental units and the
negative repercussions that, in their view, came with an influx of students. Jim Warwick,
who formerly lived in a neighborhood in the study area, noted that “the street has largely
been taken over by students—my former home—in fact, the entire street, except for a few
homes…when we lived there, everyone knew each other” (“From Porch Swings to
Patios” 1990, 73). Another resident, Teresa Price, lived in the historically Black
neighborhood of Starr Hill and similarly longed for the community that once existed:
“This was considered a nice neighborhood. We are losing a sense of neighborhood
because of the rental property here now” (ibid., 70). This nostalgia for what
Charlottesville was sat in direct contrast to the realities of a more transient student life.
The city and capital-driven developers adapted to the needs and wants of students, which
was to provide and manage rental housing as cheaply as possible. Many residents found
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the increase in student rental units to result in poor maintenance as one neighbor stated,
“I’m sorry to say it, but when you put students in a place, they don’t take care of it. That
makes the neighborhood go down…” (ibid., 17). Across the interviews, residents
associated the rise in rentership with students and what resulted, which was the loss of
their communities.
Feelings of nostalgia and longing were paired with frustrations over the
displacement of longtime residents and the faculty that began to move farther from the
university. In the city’s oral history documentation, they note that “when the university
began to increase its enrollment in the 1970s, housing on the grounds was not adequate
for the influx of students…some single-family homes were rented to groups of students
or sold to sororities, fraternities or other student groups” (ibid., 82). Many residents of
study area neighborhoods noted the loss of professors and faculty and the community’s
simultaneous transition to mostly housing students. In speaking about one study area
apartment building, Margaret Smithy spoke frustratedly that “it was filled with older
couples. Then the rent was increased and it was filled with students because the older
couples couldn’t afford to stay there. I don’t think that is right” (ibid., 88). Smithy speaks
of direct causation between students, the rise of rents, and the displacement of established
residents. What she describes is private market opportunism and a housing market that
responded to a wealthier student demographic.
And while many residents discussed the university’s growth in terms of housing
impact in their respective neighborhoods, few also noted the specialized treatment they
saw UVa students receive from the local police force. Raymond Bice, a former UVa
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professor and community member, detailed the rationale for why and how the police
treated students more favorably:
…although the police had the attitude that University students were special people
and were allowed to do a lot of things townspeople weren’t allowed to do because
University people were being trained to be great leaders, etc. So, when a minor
infraction was done right in front of a city policeman, nothing would be done if
the culprit was a student. Otherwise, the offender would be arrested. This attitude,
over time, created friction” (ibid., 77)
The favoritism Bice describes by city police is affirmed by another Charlottesville
resident from the period as students largely evaded police confrontation because of their
affiliation with UVa. Their student status afforded them a level of immunity that the
‘townspeople’ were not, which as Bice describes, left residents disgruntled with the
imbalanced treatment. And while residents did not explicitly associate this discrepancy
with race, UVa’s vastly White, male-dominated student space into the 1970s raises
questions over race-based policing practices in Charlottesville. The line between town
and gown was again drawn, but unlike Irene Valentine who saw the divide based on
spatial and academic terms, Bice and others attribute it to the specialized status one gains
in the eyes of police when becoming a UVa student.
d. Staging UVa for a Future of Continued Growth
Although Darden and Shannon took distinctive approaches to developing the
campus grounds, both set a precedent for the university’s future growth by expanding
access to more students with little regard for the surrounding community. This culture of
insulated decision-making was noted in a 1985 Urban Land Institute (ULI) report as the
organization called for increased sensitivity to the Charlottesville community regarding
land use decisions and a need for a community affairs officer (ULI 1985). Despite such
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calls to action, the university sought to continue what Darden and Shannon began by
focusing on expanded research facilities that required new properties in and around
Charlottesville. UVa’s attempts to increase collaboration with local residents was often
met with skepticism and concern over the continual loss of land for tax-exempt purposes
(Land and Legacy 2020). The university’s longstanding divisiveness in Charlottesville
was not to be undone through administrative symbols and inconsequential community
meetings.
UVa’s postwar growth and early signs of the university’s impact on area
sociodemographics have continued in to the 21st century as rents and incomes rise
disparately in neighboring communities. UVa added more than 4,500 students between
2000 and 2017, a vast majority of them requiring private rental housing as UVa continues
to lag behind in dorm construction. Increased demands on the housing market have
skyrocketed local rents as landlords can charge premium prices primarily marketed
towards students. And while incomes on average have grown, African Americans have
experienced a loss in income over the same period to $28,000, less than half the White
median household income (Cameron and Kahrl 2021). As is discussed in the final section
of this paper, UVa’s continued growth raises further questions on the role of the
university in Charlottesville and the responsibility it has to equitably support
communities that have long lived in its shadows.
V.

Comparative Analysis
UVa’s prioritization of prestige over neighboring communities and racially

motivated redevelopment practices is consistent with scholarship on university expansion
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in the postwar era. Universities nationwide capitalized on newfound government
incentives to grow their campuses so as to accommodate expanding research and medical
facilities. But expansion often served a dual purpose in providing the opportunity for
university leaders to selectively displace residents that did not meet the qualifications of
being worth saving. This was the case at UVa both before and after WWII as the
university and its faculty racially targeted the Canada and Gospel Hill neighborhoods,
dehumanizing their residents by equating entire communities with an economic
opportunity. Similar pursuits are described at Columbia in its building of a gym in
Morningside Heights or Penn’s construction of the University City Science Center, both
located in historically Black neighborhoods (Carriere 2011; Puckett and Lloyd 2015). In
each of these instances, university growth came at the expense of Black communities
who were largely unwelcome on the campuses that were encroaching on their
neighborhoods.
Although UVa did not use urban renewal funds to extend its campus boundaries
like other universities of the period, their status as a public institution and local economic
driver afforded them privileged access to government officials. As Darden boasted in an
interview after his departure, his former status as Virginia Governor gave him a direct
line to state leadership that controlled university budgets. Charlottesville’s 1959 Master
Plan caters to UVa priorities and names the university in being a vital leader to
determining citywide growth. The city’s view of UVa as both partner and economic
anchor aligns with Baldwin’s characterization of universities as “the friendly face of
urban renewal, masking ruthless policies that bolstered racial segregation” (Baldwin
2021, 30). Universities consistently worked alongside city officials to drive visions of
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revitalization and rebirth in urban centers across the country, often with questionable
outcomes for communities of color. UVa’s position as Virginia’s preeminent university
and Charlottesville’s economic lifeline provided them this same level of influence.
Unlike other studied universities of the period, UVa did not require large-scale
clearance to accommodate much of its physical growth. As is spatially shown in figure
17, UVa expanded its campus footprint mainly within its extensive prewar land holdings.
This was unique compared to the nation’s most prestigious research institutions that were
predominantly located in Northeast urban centers. Land in these cities came at a
premium, and if universities were to grow, they had to use various mechanisms to acquire
more densely populated land. As a result, UVa’s displacement totals are much smaller
compared to university-led projects in New York, Chicago, Philadelphia, and Boston that
displaced thousands of area residents (Digital Scholarship Lab, “Renewing Inequality”).
Available space was often a luxury not afforded to growing universities of the period, and
as such, UVa took advantage of its existing land to build quickly and keep pace with their
northern counterparts.
Despite UVa’s densification, the surrounding neighborhoods experienced many of
the same outcomes in terms of increased rentership, higher home values, and deepening
wealth disparities that other university areas have similarly experienced. The study area’s
sharp rise in renters is a common phenomenon among universities and colleges that
expand enrollment without paired investment in student housing. The increased presence
of students in surrounding neighborhoods paired with an influx of higher paying faculty
and research positions transforms housing markets in various geographies (Ehlenz 2015;
Foote 2017). The monetary benefits that are so often stressed in economic impact
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analyses on universities often fail to take a more critical lens to how these benefits are
distributed across demographic groups. Previous research, and this thesis included, find
that the university’s economic wellbeing does not always translate to surrounding
communities, as continues to be the case in Charlottesville’s 10th and Page neighborhood.

VI.

Conclusion
Within the broader planning context, this thesis seeks to shed light on how and to

what extent a single university or institution can drive an entire city and region’s growth.
As figures 20 and 21 visually demonstrate, Charlottesville’s entire economy formed
around UVa in the postwar era. The university shaped the city around its own priorities
and this case study demonstrates how influential studentification can be when gone
unmanaged. UVa was the catalyst in creating a new housing market and its prioritization
of prestige over community wellbeing resulted in the physical displacement of
Charlottesville residents and inequitable economic outcomes for neighboring
communities of color.
This research area on university growth and its impacts is critical to the larger
discussion on anchor institutions. If universities are to be seen as economic and cultural
anchors, they must seek to broadly serve their communities beyond their campus bounds.
Artificial community engagement is not an option when making decisions that shape
resident livelihoods. Instead, communities must remain at the core of university planning
strategies so as to ensure that the perceived benefits of universities are not only reaped by
those who pay tuition dollars. Land holds tremendous monetary and symbolic value and
universities will remain some of the most prominent landholders in the United States for
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the foreseeable future. Universities must hold themselves to account and commit to
meaningfully rebuilding relationships that will increase access to spaces that are
traditionally reserved for the elite few. By doing so, universities can begin to reckon with
past injustices and anchor a new era of shared prosperity.
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VIII.

Appendices

Appendix A – Census Maps and Data

Figure 18: Map of 1940 Charlottesville Census Boundaries. (Image courtesy of Jeffrey Werner from
the City of Charlottesville’s Neighborhood Development Services)
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Figure 19: Map of 1950 Charlottesville Census Boundaries. (Image courtesy of Jeffrey Werner from
the City of Charlottesville’s Neighborhood Development Services)
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Year*

Study Area

Non-Study Area

1940

104-8; 104-9; 104-14; 104-15; 10416

2; 6; 7

104-1; 104-2; 104-3; 104-4; 104-5;
104-6; 104-7; 104-10; 104-11; 10412; 104-13
104-1; 104-2; 104-3; 104-4; 104-5;
104-6; 104-7; 104-8; 104-9; 10410; 104-11; 104-13; 104-17; 10421; 104-22; 104-23; 104-24; 10425
1; 3; 4; 5

2.01; 2.02; 6; 7

1; 3.1; 3.2; 4.1; 4.2; 5.1; 5.2; 10

104-12; 104-15; 104-16; 104-18;
104-26; 104-27; 104-29
1950

1970**
1980**

*Enumeration districts were the smallest census geographies in Charlottesville prior to 1970 when
census tracts were established. 1960 census data is not included as it is only available at the city level
**Tracts 8 and 9 were excluded from this analysis so as to more accurately measure change over time
as this area was not annexed by the city until 1963
Table 3: Census enumeration districts and tracts used to define the study and non-study area
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Table 4: Data availability for variables utilized in this study from 1940 to 1980. (U.S. Census Bureau
1940 to 1980)
This study’s analysis of person-level data from 1940 allowed for expanded data availability that is
otherwise not aggregated at the ED or Ward geographic levels. Data is more limited until 1970 when the
U.S. Census Bureau established census tracts. All available data is highlighted in gray.
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Appendix B – University Housing Stock and Historic Aerial Photos
Year Built
Pre-1945
Pre-1945
Pre-1945
Pre-1945
Pre-1945
Pre-1945
1946
1950
1951
1961
1963
1963-1966
1964-1966
1970
1973-1976
1974
1975

Residence Name
The Lawn
The Range
Monroe Hill Range
Brown College
Randall Hall
Dawson's Row
Copeley Hill Trailers
Mary Munford Hall
McCormick Road
Dormitories
University Gardens
Faulkner
Copeley Hill Apartments
Alderman Road
Dormitories
Gwathmey House
Copeley Apartments
Bice House
Lambeth Field House

Students
Accommodated
54
52
12
288
52
No Data
250
100
1,330
68
150
250
1,200
120
140
300
800

Table 5: Student housing stock constructed before and during the study period. (UVa Housing and
Residence Life)
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Figure 20: Aerial photo of Charlottesville from 1957 with UVa located in the southwest section
showing concentrated growth in the area around the university with large swaths of undeveloped
land outside of city boundaries. (UVa Library)
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Figure 21: Aerial photo of Charlottesville from 1980 with UVa located in the southwest section
indicating sprawling growth patterns north of the university across the study area. (UVa Library)
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